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Abstract 
We examined whether individual self-monitoring differences predict what type of relationships 
people have on Facebook.  In the offline world, high self-monitors have large heterogeneous 
social networks made up of weak emotional ties, whereas low self-monitors have small 
homogenous social networks made up of strong emotional ties.  In our study, we defined online 
relationships in terms of bridging and bonding social capital.  Bridging social capital refers to 
large heterogeneous social networks made up of weak emotional ties.  People maintain these 
relationships for social benefits.  Bonding social capital refers to small homogeneous social 
networks made up of strong emotional ties.  People maintain these relationships for emotional 
benefits.  We predicted high self-monitors will have more bridging than bonding social capital 
on Facebook; low self-monitors will have more bonding than bridging social capital on 
Facebook.  We believed attitudes about using Facebook would moderate these relationships.  We 
used Snyder‟s Self-Monitoring Scale, Williams‟ Online Social Capital Scales, and Facebook 
Intensity Scale to assess our variables of interest.   We found support for our hypotheses.  For 
high self-monitors, greater importance placed on Facebook usage predicted increases in bridging 
social capital on Facebook; for low self-monitors, greater importance placed on Facebook usage 
predicted increases in bonding social capital on Facebook.   
 Keywords:  self-monitoring, social capital, social media, Facebook   
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A Tale of Self-Monitoring, Social Capital, and Social Media 
Self-Monitoring 
People differ in how they monitor their nonverbal behavior (i.e., facial expressions), 
displays of affect (i.e., thinking or feeling), and their self-presentation (Snyder, 1974).  Snyder 
(1974) categorized the ways individuals differ in their presentation strategy in terms of high self-
monitors and low self-monitors.  Snyder (1974) classified these differences on five dimensions: 
motivation, attention, ability, use of ability, and behavioral stability (see also Fuglestad & 
Snyder, 2009).  High and low self-monitors differ on each of these dimensions. 
High and low self-monitors approach social situations with different motivations.  High 
self-monitors are motivated by a need for social status (Flynn, Reagans, Amanatullah, & Ames, 
2006; Gangestad & Snyder, 2000).  Put differently, high self-monitors prefer to look good to 
those around them.  To achieve higher social standing, high self-monitors strive to be socially 
appropriate across all social situations (Gangestad & Snyder, 2000; Snyder, 1974).  For a high 
self-monitor, failure to be socially appropriate may result in distress or even shame (Snyder & 
Monson, 1975).    For this reason, high-self-monitors may demonstrate behaviors that are 
inconsistent across situations.  
In keeping with their need for social status, high self-monitors are instrumental in social 
exchange (Flynn et al., 2006).  High self-monitors are more inclined than low self-monitors to 
help others and less inclined to take help from others (Flynn et al., 2006).  High self-monitors 
compared to low self-monitors are also more likely to mediate social exchange between 
individuals who would otherwise be socially unconnected to one another (Oh & Killduff, 2008). 
Further, high self-monitors compared to low self-monitors are more adept at keeping track of 
who owes whom in a social exchange, be it their own relationship or someone else‟s (Flynn et 
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al., 2006).  Low self-monitors differ from high self-monitors in that they are motivated to be self-
congruent across social situations (Gangestad & Snyder, 2000; Snyder, 1974). In other words, 
low self-monitors prefer to be true to themselves.  Low self-monitors experience distress and 
even shame if they act in a manner inconsistent with their self-image (Snyder & Monson, 1975). 
Rather than having an elevated social standing, low self-monitors prefer to be in relationships 
with others based on equity and honesty (Flynn et al., 2006).  They do so by establishing 
relationships based on social equality (Flynn et al., 2006).  Hence, low self-monitors have little 
concern with keeping track of who owes whom in a relationship (Flynn et al., 2006). 
High and low self-monitors differ in where they focus their attention in social situations.  
High self-monitors want to look good to others and as a result they are outwardly focused.  They 
attend to exterior qualities of themselves and others (Snyder & Cantor, 1980).  When high self-
monitors are faced with unfamiliar social situations, they look to others‟ behavior as a template 
for their own so as not embarrass themselves (Snyder & Smith, 1986).  Through their focus, high 
self-monitors learn to adapt who they are to different situations.  Conversely, low self-monitors 
want to be true to themselves and as a result are inwardly focused.  They attend to interior 
qualities of themselves and those found within others (Snyder & Cantor, 1980).   When faced 
with an unfamiliar social situation, low self-monitors look to themselves as a template for their 
own behavior.  In this respect, low self-monitors learn to find situations suited for them.  
High and low self-monitors also differ in their social ability.  A high self-monitor‟s 
ability stems from social knowledge attained from a life time of externally focused attention 
(Snyder & Cantor, 1980).  High self-monitors have a myriad number of self-presentation 
strategies at their disposal.  This is a corollary of being exposed to a large number of social 
situations over their lifetime.  High self-monitors are capable of being socially appropriate in a 
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wider variety of social situations as they accumulate more social knowledge throughout their 
lives.  A low self-monitor‟s ability stems from self-knowledge attained over a life time of 
internally focused attention or introspection (Snyder & Cantor, 1980).  Low self-monitors have a 
better grasp on how to accurately represent who they are in social situations.  Low self-monitors 
are better at expressing who they are as they accumulate more self-knowledge throughout their 
lives.   
 High and low self-monitors differ in the use of their abilities in social situations.  High 
self-monitors use their abilities for strategic self-presentation (Gangestad & Snyder, 2000; 
Oyamot, Fuglestad, & Snyder, 2010).  High self-monitors are capable of filling whatever role is 
necessary for a particular social climate.  They are perfectly fine with moving from one social 
situation to the next regardless of how similar or different those social situations may be (Snyder 
& Gangestad, 1982).  Low self-monitors use their ability for self-verification (Gangestad & 
Snyder, 2000; Oyamot et al., 2010).  They will actively choose to be in social situations where 
they can be themselves and actively avoid social situations where they cannot be themselves 
(Snyder & Gangestad, 1982).    
High and low self-monitors differ in their behavioral stability across social situations 
(Gangestad & Snyder, 2000; Oyamot et al., 2010).  High self-monitors exhibit behavior that is 
situationally specific.  High self-monitors are motivated to be socially appropriate, but what is 
socially appropriate in one situation may not be socially appropriate in another situation (Snyder 
& Monson, 1975). Were a high self-monitor to attend a poetry reading where quiet and reserved 
is the order of the day, then quiet and reserved a high self-monitor will be.  However, if this same 
high self-monitor were to attend a party where being talkative and energetic were called for, then 
talkative and energetic a high self-monitor will be (Snyder & Cantor, 1982).    Recall that low 
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self-monitors exhibit behavior that is cross-situationally consistent.  Low self-monitors will be 
themselves whether a situation calls for it or not.  If a low self-monitor is talkative and energetic 
by nature, then he or she will be talkative and energetic whether at a poetry reading, a party, or 
anywhere else (Snyder & Cantor, 1982).   
Individual differences in self-monitoring have an impact on how people view themselves 
(Snyder, 1978, 1987; Snyder & Cantor, 1980).  High self-monitors view themselves as pragmatic 
(Gangestad & Snyder, 2000).  They take pride in their ability to fit into a variety of social 
situations and define who they are by whatever role is needed in a particular social situation.  
Low self-monitors view themselves as principled (Gangestad & Snyder, 2000).  They take pride 
in their ability to be themselves across situations and define who they are by enduring traits and 
dispositions they display in most situations. 
Self-Monitoring and Friendships 
High and low self-monitors have different social worlds.  High self-monitors have larger 
social networks than do low self-monitors (Oyamot et al., 2010). High self-monitors also tend to 
have heterogeneous, compartmentalized social worlds (Oyamot et al., 2010; Snyder, Gangestad, 
& Simpson, 1983).  Consistent with a need for social status, high self-monitors inhabit more key 
positions in social networks than do low self-monitors (Mehra, Kilduff, & Brass, 2001; Oh & 
Kilduff, 2008). Low self-monitors have smaller social networks than do high self-monitors 
(Oyamot et al., 2010). A low self-monitor‟s social world also tends to be homogeneous and 
integrated (Snyder et al., 1983).   
High and low self-monitors also differ in their friendships.  High self-monitors choose 
friends based on interest in a common activity and will interact with those friends only during 
that activity (Snyder et al., 1983). For example, a high self-monitor will select a friend to play 
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tennis with based on that individual‟s tennis skills or a movie-going partner based on his or her 
knowledge of cinema. Low self-monitors select friends based on personal compatibility (Snyder 
et al., 1983). Low self-monitors will engage in multiple activities with the same friends. For 
example, a low self-monitor will play tennis and see a movie with the same friends regardless of 
their level of expertise in those areas (Snyder et al., 1983). 
High and low self-monitors differ in how they initiate and maintain relationships.  High 
self-monitors have an approach-avoidance style of friendship initiation which is ideal for crafting 
large compartmentalized social worlds (Snyder & Smith, 1986).  In an approach-avoid style of 
initiation, a high self-monitoring individual is quick to initiate a relationship with someone but 
avoids relationship closeness once it has been established.  A high self-monitor is more likely 
than a low self-monitor to initiate a new friendship (Snyder & Smith, 1986). During the process 
of relationship initiation, high self-monitors engage in greater intimacy and reciprocal self-
disclosure earlier in a relationship than low self-monitors do (Ludwig, Franco, & Malloy, 1986; 
Shaffer, Tomarelli, & Smith, 1982; Snyder & Simpson, 1984). Canary and Stafford (1992) found 
greater self-disclosure is a key component of friendship initiation. Disclosure builds trust which 
in turn fosters relationship closeness.  Once a friendship has been initiated, however, high self -
monitors avoid further closeness with their new friend and in fact experience anxiety at the 
prospect of further closeness because getting too close to one person may preclude expansion of 
their social network (Snyder & Smith, 1986).   
Low self-monitors are motivated to look for relationship closeness (Snyder & Smith, 
1986).  Low self-monitors take longer than high self-monitors to establish relational closeness 
because they seek others who are personally compatible with them (Ludwig et al., 1986; Shaffer 
et al., 1982; Snyder & Smith, 1986).  Low self-monitors will experience anxiety when their 
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friends‟ attitudes and behaviors differ from their own attitudes and behaviors (Snyder & Smith, 
1986). Snyder and Simpson (1984) found low self-monitors demonstrate greater intimacy in the 
later stages of their relationships than do high self-monitors. This strategy gives a low self-
monitor time to determine a prospective friend‟s personal compatibility before becoming 
invested in that friendship. 
Until recently, most research on self-monitoring has encompassed face-to-face 
interactions.  Very little research has been conducted on behaviors of high and low self-monitors 
in the digital social arena which has exploded in the last decade.  However, in this age of ever 
advancing technology, online social interaction has fast become an integral part of the social 
process (Boyd & Ellison, 2007; Jung, Lin, & Cheong, 2005; Kim, Kim, & Nam, 2010; Lenhart 
& Madden, 2007; Selwyn, Gorad & Furlong, 2005; Rohall, Cotton, & Morgen, 2002; 
Subrahmanyam, Reich, & Waechter, 2008; Williams & Merten, 2008; Zhao, 2006).  It seems 
inevitable that personality differences will have an impact there as well. 
Self-Monitoring in the Digital World 
At one time, psychologists viewed internet use as impairing to the goal of maintaining 
social ties and overall psychological well-being (Caplan, 2002; Donchi, & Moore, 2002; Young, 
1996).  More recently, researchers have found internet use positively correlates with larger social 
networks and greater psychological well-being (Dowling & Quirk, 2009; Lanigan, 2009; 
McKenna & Bargh, 2000; Rohall et al., 2002; Wellman, Quan-Haase, Witte, & Hampton, 2001; 
Zhao, 2006).  Several researchers have suggested online social interaction be viewed as another 
component of our social existence that is on par with face-to-face interactions (Jung et al., 2005; 
Ross, Orr, Sissic, Arsenault, Simmering, & Orr, 2009; Selwyn et al., 2005; Subrahmanyam et al., 
2008; Williams & Merten, 2008).  
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Use of social media has altered how we initiate and maintain relationships with others 
(Boyd & Ellison, 2007).  Over 800 million people worldwide spend a collective 700 billion 
minutes logged onto Facebook each month (Facebook.com, 2012).  By 2007, 50% of adolescents 
in the United States were a part of online social networks sites like Facebook (Lenhart & 
Madden, 2007).  Further, 72% of adolescents on social network sites stated that they made plans 
for social activities with offline friends via online communication (Lenhart & Madden, 2007).     
People use social media to enhance their “offline” social relationships (Lampe, Ellison & 
Steinfeld, 2006). Social sites like Facebook allow people to maintain contact with family and 
friends they may have lost touch with due to life changes such as going away to college, 
marriage, or a getting a new job (Coget, Yamauchi, & Suman, 2002; Ellison, Steinfeld, & 
Lampe, 2007; Kenski & Shroud, 2006; Park, Kee, & Velenzeula, 2009; Wellman, 2002; Resnick, 
2001).  In the past, a person‟s social network could fluctuate due to such changes.  Important 
connections could be lost or broken. A person who joined the military, for example, would be 
gone for many months and return to find the social landscape he or she left behind was 
completely different.   
Social media sites afford individuals an ability to maintain large social networks with 
minimal effort (Ellison et al., 2007; Kenski & Shroud, 2006; Park et al., 2009; Resnick, 2001).  
Without an iota of conversation, an individual is instantly made aware of events and goings-on in 
the lives of his or her family and friends by logging onto sites like Facebook (Coget et al., 2002).  
On Facebook, facts about family and friends such as going away to college, marriage, or a 
getting a new job are instantly known with a glance.  Instant knowledge provided by Facebook 
thus streamlines the process of staying socially connected.     
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Individual differences in personality, age, ethnicity, and gender play a role in how and 
why people use social media sites (Gangadharbatla, 2008; Gosling, Augustine, Vazire, 
Holtzman, & Gaddis, 2011; Kim et al., 2010).  Motivations for using Facebook as a social tool 
are also tied to individual differences in global self-esteem, loneliness, extraversion, neuroticism, 
self-identity, and one‟s need to belong (Gangadharbatla, 2008, 2010; Joinson, 2008; Kim et al., 
2010; Ong, Ang, Ho, Lim, Gho, Lee, & Chua, 2011; Pagani, Hofacker, & Goldsmith, 2011; 
Pelling & White, 2009; Ryan & Xenos, 2011; Steinfield, Ellison, & Lampe, 2008; Wang & 
Wellman, 2010).  Researchers have found individual personality differences predict individual 
behaviors and social experiences on Facebook (Amichai-Hamburger & Vinitzky, 2010; DeWall, 
Buffardi, Bonser, & Campbell, 2008; Haferkamp & Krämer, 2011; Kim et al., 2010; Lampe et 
al., 2006; Pempek et al., 2009; Ross et al., 2009; Sheldon, Abad, & Hinsch 2011).  Individual 
differences in personality are also related to levels of online self-disclosure and privacy measures 
people employ on social media sites (Christofides, Muise, & Desmarais, 2009; Debatin, 
Bernhard, Lovejoy, Horn, & Hughes, 2010; Hollenbaugh, 2010; Joinson, Reips, Buchanan, & 
Schofield, 2010; Ledbetter, Mazer, DeGroot, Meyer, Mao, & Swafford, 2011; Nosko, Wood & 
Molema, 2010; Park, Jin, & Jin, 2011). 
Our personality differences also affect how we present ourselves online.  Krämer and 
Winter (2008) found individual differences in efficacy of self-presentation (i.e., belief in one‟s 
ability to present oneself in a positive manner) are related to how expressive individuals are on 
their profile pages.  Specifically differences in efficacy of self-presentation predict style of 
profile pictures posted, amount of personal information disclosed, and the manner in which 
profile information is written.  Schouten, Valkenburg, and Peter (2007) found differences in age, 
sex and extraversion are related to how individuals present themselves online.  They found 9-13 
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year-olds, females, and introverts tend to present themselves as older than their actual age when 
interacting with others online (Schouten et al., 2007).  Schouten and colleagues (2007) also 
found boys and introverts tend to present themselves as being macho to others online. Other 
researchers have found people alter their self-presentation in different online social situations 
(i.e., interacting with another student versus interacting with a perceived authority figure) or in 
response to changes in perceived online social cues (Ellison, Heino, & Gibbs, 2006; Walther, 
2007). 
Researchers have also found evidence that self-monitoring propensities have an influence 
on individual online behaviors.  High and low self-monitors differ in which type of websites are 
more persuasive in influencing their consumer preferences (Lin, 2008; Yates & Noyes, 2007).  
High self-monitors prefer image-oriented web sites.  Low self-monitors prefer information-
oriented web sites.  High and low self-monitors differ in how they present themselves when 
engaging in online dating (Hall, Park, Song, & Cody, 2010). High self-monitors are more likely 
than low self-monitors to dishonestly represent themselves in order to seem more desirable to 
potential online dating partners (Hall et al., 2010).   
Child and Agyeman-Bidu (2010) found individual differences in blogging behavior of 
high and low self-monitors.  High self-monitors are more mindful of privacy settings on their 
blogging profile than are low self-monitors.  High self-monitors are better able to tailor their 
blogs for specific audiences than are low self-monitors.  High self-monitors spend more time 
than low self-monitors crafting their blogs and managing their level of online self-disclosure.  
High self-monitors are more concerned than low self-monitors are about revealing sensitive 
personal information via their blog.   When asked about their blogging habits, high self-monitors 
indicated taking extra pains to make sure their words are not misunderstood by their potential 
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audience.  In short, high self-monitors demonstrate as much of a propensity for managing their 
online self-presentation as their offline self-presentation (Child & Agyeman-Bidu, 2010).  
Social Capital 
 Social capital refers to resources an individual gains from others within his or her social 
network (Putnam, 2000).   A social network consists of lateral connections between individuals 
and can be something as simple as a two friends or as complex as a community (Coleman, 1988; 
Putnam, 2000).   People accrue resources within their social networks based on a social dynamic 
of expectation and obligation between all members of that social network.  Interpersonal trust 
between individuals in a social network facilitates this dynamic of expectation and obligation 
(Bourdieu, 1985; Coleman, 1988; Granovetter, 1983; Platteau, 1994; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998; 
Williams, 2006, 2007).  Social capital works thusly: If I do a favor for a friend, we both have an 
unspoken expectation that my friend will one day reciprocate this favor.  If both my friend and I 
share this notion of reciprocity, then I now have an expectation whereas my friend has an 
obligation.  I have accrued a social credit from my friend whereas my friend has accrued a social 
debt to me.  Similar to financial capital, the more social credits an individual earns, the greater 
amount of social capital he or she accrues.  With enough accrued social capital, an individual can 
attain a greater social status (Adler & Kwon, 2002; Bordieu, 1985; Coleman, 1988; Kobayashi, 
2010; Putnam, 2000).  There are five components in the social capital dynamic:  a social 
network, social norms, interpersonal trust (based on social norms), reciprocity, and an 
individual‟s willingness to engage in social norms (Coleman, 1988; Putnam, 2000).   
Social capital cannot be accrued unless there is a social network in which to accrue it.  
Examples of a social network are people‟s jobs, their family, or their friend list on Facebook 
(Coleman, 1998; Ellison et al., 2007; Inkpen & Tsang, 2005; Williams, 2006, 2007).  An 
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individual can be part of multiple social networks as well as social networks within social 
networks (Coleman, 1988; Putnam, 2000).  As an individual is a member of a family, he or she 
can also be an employee for an organization, a voter in a particular district, and a national citizen.  
Similarly, a family is its own social network while simultaneously being a part of a 
neighborhood, while that neighborhood is also part of a community. 
Within any social network exists a series of social norms which are set scripts individuals 
have for how a situation plays out (Coleman, 1988; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; Inkpen & Tsang, 
2005; Putnam, 2000).  A social norm can be set by the community in which a social network 
resides (Coleman, 1988).  For example, it is customary in most communities to verbally greet 
someone who has verbally greeted you.  A social norm can also be specific to a particular social 
network.  For example, fraternity members may have a secret handshake as part of their standard 
greeting which is not used outside of that group.   
Reciprocity arises from social norms operating within a group (Cialdini, Reno, & 
Kalgren, 1990; Coleman, 1988; Putnnam, 2000; Woolcock, 1998).  For people, existence of 
social norms strengthens their expectations that if they engage in a certain behavior (i.e., saying 
“hello” to someone), this behavior will be reciprocated by others (i.e., someone will say “hello” 
back).   If reciprocation is perceived as likely, greater trust is engendered between individuals.  
Strength of a social norm‟s effect on reciprocity is moderated by what Coleman calls a social 
network‟s “closure” (Coleman, 1988).  Coleman refers to closure as the degree to which 
members of a social network are aware of one another.   If a dishonest person engages in 
dishonest dealings with two individuals who are not aware of one another (e.g., not related or go 
to different schools), this dishonest person is more likely to engage in his or her dishonest 
activity with those individuals without fear of reprisal.  On the other hand, if a dishonest person 
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deals with two other individuals who are aware of one another (e.g., related or go to the same 
school), this dishonest person is less likely to engage in his or her dishonest activity for fear of 
reprisal.  If multiple individuals in a social network are aware of a member‟s wrongdoing, that 
member will have fewer chances to accrue resources within that social network.  In short, this 
wrongdoer will have earned a bad reputation. Closure of a social network can affect reciprocity 
in another way.  A potential wrongdoer is less likely to engage in said wrongdoing if his or her 
intended target has greater social resources than the wrongdoer.  For example, in a high school 
setting, one would be less likely to slight the captain of the football team than a new kid by not 
returning a greeting.  
Interpersonal trust arises from social norms and reciprocity.  For example, at the most 
basic level, we do not fear for our survival when we leave our homes because we expect that, in 
general, those around us adhere to the same ideas of not harming others that we do.  At a more 
social level, because we know it is fairly common to greet someone when you meet them, we 
don‟t fear our greeting not being returned by another person.  However, reciprocity is not always 
a one to one proposition.  In some cases, when we do something for another person, we may not 
expect that specific individual to reciprocate but rather that someone else may reciprocate that 
deed later on.  For example, we often let someone who has only a few items skip ahead of us in 
line at a grocery store even though the likelihood of seeing that person again is small. However, 
because of our trust in this social norm, we expect that somewhere down the line someone may 
do the same for us (Putnam, 2000). 
In order for reciprocity to exist, individuals in a social network must be willing to engage 
in activities that fall in line with social norms (Bourdieu, 1983; Coleman, 1988; Onyx & Bullen, 
2000; Paxton, 2002).  When entering a social network, there are social costs (Galston, 1999).  An 
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individual determines whether or not potential benefits of entering into a social situation or 
network outweigh potential costs of entering into that social situation or network (Bordieu, 1983; 
Coleman, 1988; Galston, 1999).  In some cases, an individual will pay these social costs 
regardless of the situation out of personal necessity.   For example, a recent PhD graduate who 
has just been hired at a university in a different state has to move to a new neighborhood to 
accommodate change in employment status.  For this hypothetical PhD graduate, social costs 
such as moving to a new neighborhood or entering into a new social network (i.e., department 
faculty) are of less importance than being gainfully employed.  
Different researchers focus on different aspects of social capital.   Some authors distinguish 
social capital at specific levels of units (e.g., individual social capital versus community social 
capital) or within levels of units (e.g., individual bridging social capital versus individual 
bonding social capital) (Coleman, 1988; Putnam, 2000).  Other authors focus on resources 
individuals attain from relationships within their social network (Andriessen & Gubbins, 2006; 
Nahapiet & Goshal 1998).  The focus for this study will be individual two types of social capital:  
bridging social capital and bonding social capital (Ellison et al., 2007, Kobayashi, 2010, Pajak, 
2006; Putnam, 2000; Williams, 2006, 2007).   
Bridging social capital.  Bridging social capital refers to informational or “weak” ties. 
(Granovetter, 1973; Kobayashi, 2010; Pajak, 2006; Putnam, 2000; Williams, 2006, 2007; 
Woolcock, 1998). Putnam (2000) refers to individuals in social networks based on bridging 
social capital as being outwardly focused (e.g., focused on relationships outside one‟s immediate 
social circle). Relationships based on bridging social capital are functional rather than emotional. 
They are maintained not for emotional support but instead for accruing information or benefits 
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one could not have accrued within one‟s close social circle (Granovetter, 1973, Kobayashi, 2010; 
Putnam, 2000; Williams, 2006, 2007).   
Social networks based on bridging capital are made up of a large number of individuals 
and characterized by heterogeneity or diversity of individuals within that social network (Choi, 
Kim, Sung, & Sohn, 2011; Pajak, 2006; Putnam, 2000; Williams, 2006).  Greater diversity 
within a social network yields contact with a broader range of people and thus greater access to 
external resources for individuals within that network and consequently greater social status 
(Granovetter, 1973, 1983; Kobayashi, 2010; Pajak, 2006; Putnam, 2000).  Diversity of a social 
network can mean individuals in a network have different social, religious or political views, 
come from different age groups, or live in different locations (Coleman, 1988).   
An example of a relationship based on bridging capital may be a friendship based on 
expertise in a particular subject.  An individual may have a friend that is his or her “go-to guy” 
for information on current politics with little else to their friendship aside from discussions of a 
political nature.  An individual may also maintain social ties with specific others for employment 
opportunities or access to potential dating partners (Kobayashi, 2010; Pajak, 2006; Putnam, 
2000; Williams, 2006, 2007).  However, social networks based on bridging social capital can 
yield access to more than physical benefits for members of that network (Putnam, 2000). When a 
social network is based on bridging social capital, a sense of community can emerge among its 
members due to the large size and diversity of those relationships (Putnam, 2000).  When 
individuals are part of something bigger (e.g., part of a community), diffuse reciprocity (e.g., 
individuals spending time to help other community members) can also take root among members 
of that social network (Putnam, 2000). 
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Bonding Social Capital.  Bonding social capital refers to emotional or “strong ties” and 
is characterized by a focus on internal relations (Granovetter, 1973; Kobayashi, 2010; Pajak, 
2006; Putnam, 2000; Williams, 2006, 2007; Woolcock, 1998).  Putnam (2000) refers to 
individuals in social networks based on bonding social capital as being inwardly focused (e.g., 
focused on relationships within one‟s immediate social circle). Relationships based on bonding 
social capital are emotional rather than merely functional.  Relationships based on bonding social 
capital are maintained not for accruing information or benefits but instead for emotional support 
gained from others within one‟s close social circle (Granovetter, 1973; Putnam, 2000).   
Social networks based on bonding capital are made up of a small number of individuals 
and are characterized by great homogeneity or sameness of individuals within that social 
network (Putnam, 2000).  Sameness within a social network yields access to few external 
resources for individuals but greater interpersonal trust (Kobayashi, 2010; Pajak, 2006; Putnam, 
2000).  Sameness of a social network can mean individuals in a network have the same social, 
religious or political views, come from the same age group, or live in the same city (Putnam, 
2000; Williams, 2006).   
An example of a relationship based on bonding social capital may be an individual‟s 
relationship with his or her immediate family or a close friend (Granovetter, 1973, 1983; 
Kobayashi, 2010; Pajak, 2006; Putnam, 2000).  Whereas an individual‟s emotionally based 
relationship with another individual may also provide access to physical resources (e.g., job 
opportunities or access to potential dating partners), the emotional resources are of primary 
importance to this kind of relationship (Granovetter 1973, 1983; Kobayashi, 2010; Pajak, 2006; 
Putnam, 2000; Williams, 2006, 2007).  However, networks based on bonding social capital are 
also formed to ensure access to scarce or limited physical resources that are limited to only 
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members of that small network (Putnam, 2000). When a social network is based on bonding 
social capital, a sense of solidarity can emerge among its members due to small size and 
closeness of those relationships (Putnam, 2000). When individuals are a part of a small, intimate 
group (e.g., family, race, or religion), out group antagonism (e.g., strong dislike of individuals 
who are of a different family, race, or religion) can also take root among members of that social 
network (Putnam, 2000). 
Bridging and Bonding Social Capital: Holding Hands and Greasing Palms 
Although bridging and bonding social capital may appear to be conceptual opposites, we 
would be mistaken to think of one existing in absence of the other.  In fact, both forms of social 
capital are necessary for a social network‟s survival.  Putnam (2000) states social networks not 
only can but frequently do contain both forms of social capital, even if in differing amounts. 
Individuals maintain bonding social capital like that found in family or close friendships while 
simultaneously maintaining bridging social capital like that found in jobs, organizations, or being 
a member of a community. Bonding social capital serves as a network‟s “social glue” that helps 
to ensure interpersonal trust and reciprocity whereas bridging social capital serves as a networks 
social lubricant, helping to spread information and provide benefits to a broad range of people 
(Putnam, 2000).  Put another way, bonding social capital keeps a social network together while 
bridging social capital keeps a social network moving.   
 Researchers speculate that online social interaction augments accumulation and 
maintenance of social capital in the offline world (Choi et al., 2011; Ellison et al., 2007; 
Hampton & Wellman, 2003; Lampe et al., 2006; Vergeer & Pelzer, 2009; Wellman et al., 2001; 
Williams, 2006, 2007).  However, researchers disagree on whether online social interaction is 
more beneficial in accruing and maintaining bridging social capital or bonding social capital.  
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Some researchers argue online social interaction increases an individual‟s bridging social ties 
while weakening his or her bonding social ties (Putnam, 2000; Williams, 2006, 2007).  Because 
online social interaction has little social cost for an individual, larger social networks can be 
created and maintained quickly and easily thus bypassing establishment of any emotional ties 
(Coget et al., 2002; Putnam, 2000; Williams, 2007).      
Other researchers argue online social interaction strengthens both bridging and bonding 
social capital (Choi et al., 2011; Hlebec, Manfreda, & Vehovar, 2006; Lanigan, 2009; Quan, 
Hasse & Wellman, 2002a). Lanigan (2009) found people who used online social sites like 
Facebook to augment ties with family and close friends.  Age may be a contributing factor to 
how we maintain our social capital through social media.  Teenagers compared to individuals 
over age 60 tend to have more friends on their MySpace profiles (Pfeil, Arjan & Zaphiris, 2009).  
However, individuals age 60 and over when compared to teenagers tend to have a more diverse 
friend list on their MySpace profile (Pfeil et al., 2009).   Sex differences can also be an influence 
on maintaining social capital through social media.  Males compared to females more easily 
accumulate bridging and bonding capital through use of social media sites like Facebook (Choi 
et al., 2011).  While there may be some socio demographic differences in how and why we use 
social media, individual personality differences impact on how and why we use social media.  It 
is possible that our personality differences may also have an impact on what type of relationships 
we acquire and maintain through our social media use. 
Hypotheses 
High and low self-monitors have different social worlds.  High self-monitors compared to 
low self-monitors maintain large social networks with friendships low in emotional closeness 
(Gangestad & Snyder, 2000; Oyamot et al., 2010).  The type of relationship high self-monitors 
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maintain closely matches the kind of relationships defined as bridging social capital.  Recall 
bridging social capital is created by accruing relationships with social benefits and less emotional 
closeness (Granovetter, 1973; Putnam, 2000).  Social networks based on bridging social capital 
tend to be larger than social networks based on bonding social capital (Putnam, 2000). 
Low self-monitors compared to high self-monitors maintain small social networks with 
friendships high in emotional closeness.  Low self-monitors are not concerned with social status 
but with establishing relationships based on social equality (Flynn et al., 2006).  The type of 
relationship low self-monitors maintain closely matches the kind of relationships defined as 
bonding social capital.  Bonding social capital is based more on accruing emotional closeness 
and less on social benefits (Granovetter, 1973; Putnam, 2000).  Social networks based on 
bonding social capital tend be smaller than social networks based on bridging social capital 
(Putnam, 2000). 
Researchers have found use of social media sites like Facebook yields greater increases 
in bridging social capital than bonding social capital (Lampe et al., 2008).  However, other 
researchers have found evidence that increases in bonding social capital do happen through use 
of social media sites like Facebook (Choi et al., 2011).  We believe self-monitoring propensities 
may be a dividing line in this regard. Researchers have already established that high and low 
self-monitors differ in some of their online attitudes and behaviors (Child &Agyeman-Bidu, 
2010; Hall et al, 2010; Lin, 2008; Yates & Noyes, 2007).  Our first hypothesis is high self-
monitors compared to low self-monitors will have more bridging social capital than bonding 
social capital on Facebook. Our second hypothesis is low self-monitors compared to high self-
monitors will have more bonding social capital than bridging social capital on Facebook.   
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Method 
Participants 
  Our sample was 179 students (79 men, 100 women) enrolled in psychology courses at the 
University of North Florida. Participants‟ ethnicity was 64.2% White/Caucasian, 14.5% 
Black/African-American, 8.9% Hispanic/Latino, and 6.7% Asian/Pacific Islander. In terms of 
age, 125 participants were 18-22 years old, 34 participants were 23-27 years old, 13 participants were 28-
32 years old, 3 participants were 33-37 years old, and 4 participants were 38 years old or older. We 
recruited our participants using the SONA system with a listing for a study titled “Individual 
Differences in Behaviors on Facebook”. Students participated in this study for extra course 
credit. Those students who did not wish to participate in this study had alternative options for 
extra course credit available to them. Individuals under age 18 or without a Facebook profile 
could not participate in our study. Participants signed an informed consent document before 
participating. Ethical Principles of Psychologists and Code of Conduct were used in ensuring 
ethical treatment of all participants (American Psychological Association, 2010). None of our 
participants failed to complete this study.  
Procedure   
 Participants completed this study in groups no larger than four.  Participants began the 
Media Lab survey after an experimenter opened up Media Lab v2010 and entered a participant 
number. Our Media Lab survey included questions meant to measure a person‟s Facebook 
behaviors (e.g. “How often do you log onto Facebook” or “How often do you use Facebook to 
look up old friends from high school”), self-monitoring propensities (i.e., Snyder‟s 25-item Self-
Monitoring Scale), rated importance of Facebook (i.e., Facebook Intensity Scale), as well as type 
of social capital maintained on Facebook (i.e., Online Social Capital Scale).  
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Self-Monitoring  
We measured individual self-monitoring differences with participant scores on Snyder‟s 
25-item Self-Monitoring Scale (Snyder, 1974). As stated previously, Snyder (1974) defined self-
monitoring in terms of five dimensions: attention, motivation, ability, use of ability, and 
behavior. Attention is measured by items such as “When I am uncertain of how to act in a social 
situation, I look to the behavior of others for cues.” Motivation is measured by items such as “At 
parties and social gatherings, I do not attempt to do or say things that others will like.” Ability is 
measured by items such as “When I am uncertain of how to act in a social situation, I look to the 
behavior of others for cues.” Use of ability is measured by items such as “I can look anyone in 
the eye and tell a lie with a straight face (if for a right end).” Behavior is measured by items such 
as “In different situations and with different people, I often act like very different persons.” 
Snyder‟s (1974) 25-item Self-Monitoring Scale has 13 items written for high self-
monitors (e.g., “I can make impromptu speeches even on topics about which I have almost no 
information.”) and 12 items written for low self-monitors (e.g., “I would not change my opinions 
(or the way I do things) in order to please someone else or win their favor.”). An answer of true 
to 13 statements that describe high self-monitors was scored as “1” while an answer of false was 
scored as “0”. We reverse scored the twelve items describing low self-monitors, with an answer 
of false scored as “1” and an answer of true scored as “0”. To assess whether participants were 
high or low self-monitors, we performed a median split on the full range of total scores. We 
categorized participants who scored at or above this median split as high self-monitors and 
participants who scored below this median split as low self-monitors. The median split in this 
study was 13, with 90 participants classified as high self-monitors and 89 participants classified 
as low self-monitors. 
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Snyder (1974) found scores on the 25-item Self-Monitoring Scale to have a Kuder-
Richardson-20 reliability of .70 and a test-retest reliability of .83. Snyder found a Cronbach‟s α 
of .66 for scores on the 25-item Self-Monitoring Scale and .70 for scores on the 18-item Self-
Monitoring Scale (Snyder, 1974, 1987). In a meta analysis Day, Shleicher, Unckless, and Hiller 
(2002) found a Cronbach‟s α of .71 and .73 for scores on the 25-item Self-Monitoring Scale and 
the 18-item Self-Monitoring Scale, respectively. In our study, we found a Cronbach‟s α of .76 
and .77 for scores on the 25-item Self-Monitoring Scale and 18-item Self-Monitoring Scale 
respectively. 
 Snyder found convergent validity for scores on his 25-item Self-Monitoring Scale. 
Convergent validity occurs when two measures of the same concept correlate with one another 
(MacKenzie, Podsakoff, & Podsakoff, 2011; Shadish, Cook, & Campbell, 2002). Snyder (1974) 
had 16 fraternity members rate six of their fellow fraternity members on five dimensions of self-
monitoring. Those fraternity members that were rated also filled out the 25-item Self-Monitoring 
Scale. Peer ratings of fraternity members positively correlated with that fraternity member‟s 
score on the 25-item Self-Monitoring Scale (Snyder, 1974). Snyder (1974) examined convergent 
validity of scores on the 25-item Self-Monitoring Scale by administering it to predetermined 
groups of individuals who should score as either high or low self-monitors. Theater actors, who 
should be able to moderate their outward emotional displays very well, had higher scores than 
did students on the 25-item Self-Monitoring Scale. Psychiatric patients, who should have little 
ability to moderate their outward emotional displays, had lower scores than did students on the 
25-item Self-Monitoring Scale.  
Researchers have found evidence of discriminant validity for sores on Snyder‟s 25-item 
Self-Monitoring Scale. Discriminant validity occurs when measures of theoretically unrelated 
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concepts yield different results (Bickman, 2009; MaKenzie, 2011; Shadish et al., 2002). Scores 
on the 25-item self-monitoring scale have little or no correlation with scores on measures of 
social desirability, need for approval, Machiavellianism, locus of control, inner-directed versus 
other-directed social character, social chameleon, field dependence, MMPI Pd (Psychotic 
Deviance), hypnotic susceptibility, neuroticism, repression-sensitization, achievement anxiety, 
intelligence, academic achievement, public self-consciousness, private self-consciousness, social 
anxiety, MMPI L (Lie Scale), MMPI Ma (Mania Scale), MMPI Si (Social Introversion Scale), 
vocational interests, and others (Snyder, 1979). 
Various researchers have found evidence for construct validity for the 25-item Self-
Monitoring Scale. Construct validity is the “degree to which inferences are warranted from the 
observed persons, settings, and cause-and-effect operations sampled within a study to the 
constructs these samples represent” (Shadish et al., 2002, p. 20). Put simply, construct validity 
refers to a construct‟s explanatory power: how many things can a construct predict. Individual 
differences in scores on the 25-item Self-Monitoring Scale are related to how people choose their 
friends (Snyder et al., 1983) and social worlds (Snyder & Gangestad, 1982).  Scores on the 25-
item Self-Monitoring Scale predict individual differences in blogging behavior (Child & 
Agyeman-Bidu, 2010), how people interact with their romantic partners (Leone & Hall, 2003; 
Snyder & Simpson, 1984), and which coping strategies people will employ in stressful intimate 
relationships (Büyükşahin, 2009).  Still other researchers have found differences in scores on the 
25-item Self-Monitoring Scale predict differences in how and when people disclose personal 
information to others (Ludwig et al., 1986; Shaffer et al., 1982), behaviors in a retail shopping 
environment (Puccinelli, 2007), and differences in desire for social status (Flynn et al., 2006). 
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Online Bridging and Bonding Social Capital 
We used Williams‟ (2006) Online Social Capital Scale to measure participants‟ social 
capital on Facebook. The Online Social Capital Scale is broken down into Online Bridging 
Social Capital and Online Bonding Social Capital. Online bridging social capital was measured 
using a modified version of Willaims‟ (2006) Ten-item Online Bridging Social Capital Scale. 
We modified these items by changing the term “online” to “on Facebook”. The online Bridging 
Social Capital Scale has four dimensions: 1) outward looking; 2) contact with a broader range of 
people; 3) a view of oneself as part of a broader group; and 4) diffuse reciprocity with a broader 
community (Putnam, 2000; Williams, 2006). Outward looking is measured by items such as 
“Interacting with people makes me interested in things that happen outside of my town.” Contact 
with a broader range of people is measured by items such as “On Facebook, I come in contact 
with new people all the time.”  Viewing oneself as part of a broader group is measured by items 
such as “Interacting with people on Facebook makes me feel like part of a larger community.” 
Diffuse reciprocity within a broader community is measured by items like “I am willing to spend 
time to support general Facebook community activities.”  Participants indicated on a Likert scale 
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) the extent to which they agree with each item.  
Two items in the Bridging Social Capital Scale are reverse scored.  To assess bridging social 
capital, we reverse scored those two items and took a sum of responses to all ten items yielding a 
range of scores from a low of 10 to a high of 50. 
We measured bonding social capital using a modified version of Willaims‟ (2006) 10-
item Online Bonding Social Capital Scale. We modified these items by changing the term 
“online” with “on Facebook”. The Bonding Social Capital subscale has three dimensions: 1) 
emotional support, 2) access to scarce or limited resources, and 3) ability to mobilize solidarity 
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(Putnam, 2000; Williams, 2006). Emotional support is measured by items such as “There are 
several people on Facebook whom I trust to help solve my problems.” Access to scarce or 
limited resources is measured by items such as “If I needed an emergency loan of $500, I know 
someone on Facebook I can turn to.” Ability to mobilize solidarity is measured by items like 
“The people I interact with on Facebook would help me fight an injustice.”  Participants 
indicated on a Likert scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) the extent to which 
they agree with each item.  None of the items in the Bonding Social Capital Scale are reverse 
scored. To assess bonding social capital, we took a sum of responses to all ten items yielding a 
range of scores from a low of 10 to a high of 50. 
The Online Bridging and Bonding Social Capital Scales are reliable measures (Choi, 
2011; Williams, 2006, 2007). Williams (2006) found a Cronbach‟s α of .90 for scores on the 
Online Social Capital Scale with Cronbach‟s α of .84 and .90 for Online Bridging Social Capital 
and Online Bonding Social Capital respectively. Other researchers have found a Cronbach‟s α of 
.90 and .86 for scores on the Online Bridging Social Capital Scale and a Cronbach‟s α of .89 and 
.86 for scores on the Online Bonding Social Capital Scale (Choi, 2011; Willaims, 2007). In our 
study, we found a Cronbach‟s α of .87 for scores on the Online Bridging Social Capital Scale and 
a Cronbach‟s α of .89 for the Online Bonding Social Capital Scale. 
Researchers have found evidence of convergent validity for scores on William‟s Online 
Bridging and Bonding Social Capital Scales. Scores on the Online Bonding Social Capital Scale 
positively correlates with scores on survey items that measure online closeness, trust, support, 
and community, such as “using the internet to keep in touch with someone far away” and 
“receiving help for a personal problem from friends online” (Williams, 2006). Scores on the 
Online Bonding Social Capital Scale also positively correlates with scores on survey items like 
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“People online give me a strong sense of community”, and "Generally speaking, people online 
can be trusted" (Williams, 2006). Scores on the Online Bridging Social Capital Scale positively 
correlates with scores on other measures of outward thinking and behaviors including contact 
with a broad range of people in online environments, links to external information and assets, 
and behaviors such as meeting someone new online, or visiting chat rooms (Williams, 2006). 
Researchers have found evidence of discriminant validity for scores on William‟s Online 
Bridging and Bonding Social Capital Scales. Williams (2006) performed a confirmatory factor 
analysis on the Internet Social Capital Scale as a whole. Items believed to measure Online 
Bridging Social Capital loaded onto one factor while items believed to measure Online Bonding 
Social Capital loaded onto a separate factor.  Other researchers who used a variation of the 
Internet Social Capital Scale also performed a factor analysis of this scale (Ellison et al., 2007).  
In their study, Ellison and colleagues (2007) also found items thought to measure Online 
Bridging Social Capital loaded onto one factor.  
The Online Bridging and Bonding social capital scales are relatively new.  However, 
there is some evidence of construct validity for these measures.  Differences in scores on the 
Online Bridging and Bonding Social Capital Scales predict differences in psychological well-
being and life satisfaction (Choi, 2011; Ellison et al., 2007).  In our study, we hope to find 
further evidence of construct validity for these measures. 
Facebook Importance 
We believe how much a person values being on Facebook may be a moderating variable 
in our study.  We measured importance of Facebook use with the 6-item Facebook Intensity 
Scale (Ellison et al., 2007).  Researchers have used this scale to measure a person‟s attitudes 
about Facebook as well as the extent to which Facebook is integrated into his or her daily life 
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(e.g., “Facebook is part of my everyday activity.” and “I am proud to tell people I‟m on 
Facebook .”).  Participants indicate on a Likert scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly 
agree) the extent to which they agree with each item.  We created an index of Facebook Intensity 
scores by summing the six items.   
Researchers have found scores on the Facebook Intensity Scale to be a reliable measure 
of individual attitudes about how important it is to use Facebook.  The Facebook Intensity Scale 
had a Cronbach‟s α of .83 in its initial use (Ellison et al., 2007). In our study, we found a 
Cronbach‟s α of .87.  Researchers have found convergent validity for scores on the Facebook 
Intensity Scale.  Ellison and colleagues (2007) found scores on the Facebook Intensity Scale 
positively correlated with the number of friends individuals reported having on Facebook as well 
as amount of time participants reported spending on Facebook. 
Researchers have found discriminant validity for scores on the Facebook Intensity Scale 
(Ellison et al., 2007; Ross et al., 2009).  In multiple factor analyses of the Facebook Intensity 
Scale, all six items load on one factor (Ellison et al., 2007; Ross et al., 2009). Additionally, in an 
initial regression analysis, researchers found scores on the Facebook Intensity Scale to be an 
independent predictor of Facebook use for obtaining bonding and bridging social capital (Ellison 
et al., 2007). 
Scores on the Facebook Intensity Scale also have construct validity (Ellison et al., 2007).  
Differences in scores on the Facebook Intensity Scale predicted differences in Facebook use for 
obtaining as well as maintaining online bridging and bonding social capital (Ellison et al., 2007).  
Differences in scores the Facebook Intensity Scale also predicted differences in overall 
satisfaction with Facebook (Ross et al., 2009).   
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Results 
Preliminary Analyses 
 Self-monitoring is a variable that we measured rather than manipulated and, as a 
consequence, a possibility exists (however slight) that another variable could account for any of 
the relationships we found between self-monitoring and other variables in our study.  
Researchers have found sex of participant is a variable sometimes confounded with self-
monitoring (Day et al., 2002).  Males compared to females tend to be high self-monitors; 
conversely, females compared to males tend to be low self-monitors.  
 We initially classified participants in our sample as either high or low self-monitors based 
on a median split of the full range of scores on Snyder‟s 25-item Self-Monitoring scale.  The 
total range of self-monitoring scores in our study was 2 to 23, with high self-monitors having a 
score of 13 or higher and low self-monitors having a score of 12 or lower. After classifying our 
participants as high or low self-monitors, we performed a X2 analysis to determine if males in our 
sample were more likely to be high self-monitors than low self-monitors, and if females in our 
sample were more likely to be low self-monitors than high self-monitors. In fact, males were 
more likely to be high self-monitors (59%) than low self-monitors (41%); females were more 
likely to be low self-monitors (58%) than high self-monitors (44%), X2 (1, N = 179) = 5.40, p = 
.020.  
 To control for sex as a confounding variable, we performed separate median splits of 
self-monitoring scores for males and females.  For males in our sample, low self-monitors had a 
score of 13 or lower, and high self-monitors had a score of 14 or higher.  For females in our 
sample, low self-monitors had a score of 11 or lower, and high self-monitors had a score of 12 or 
higher.  We performed another X2 analysis and found no significant relationship between self-
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monitoring scores and sex of participant in our study, X2(1, N = 179) = 1.25, p = .262.  Males 
were not more likely to be high self-monitors (54%) than low self-monitors (46%); females 
remained just as likely to be high self-monitors (46%) or low self-monitors (54%).  Through 
these preliminary analyses, we dealt with participant sex as a confounding variable in terms of 
self-monitoring. 
In other studies, Facebook importance has been a moderator of the connection between 
other individual differences (i.e., self-esteem) and social capital maintained on Facebook (Ellison 
et al., 2007; Steinfeld et al., 2008).  For this reason, we also believed participant scores on the 
Facebook Intensity Scale might help explain any relationship we found between self-monitoring 
scores and social capital. As stated previously, the Facebook Intensity Scale is a measure of how 
important Facebook use is to someone (Ellison et al., 2007).    
Other researchers have found Facebook Intensity scores to be a predictor of social capital 
that is independent from other possible predictor variables (i.e., sex of participant) (Ellison et al., 
2007; Ross et al., 2009).  However, this construct has never been examined in conjunction with 
self-monitoring.  We performed independent samples t-tests to find out if high and low self-
monitors in our sample significantly differ in their rated importance of Facebook.  High self-
monitors (M = 20.78, SD = 5.89) and low self-monitors (M = 20.63, SD = 4.83) in our sample 
did not significantly differ in their rated importance of Facebook (t(177) = -.186, p = .116).  
Establishing that these predictors are indeed independent of one another, we moved on to the 
next phase of our analyses.1 
Main Analyses 
We hypothesized high self-monitors would drive more bridging social capital than 
bonding social capital on Facebook.  We also hypothesized low self-monitors would derive more 
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bonding social capital than bridging social capital on Facebook.  This research design has three 
predictor variables: self-monitoring, Facebook importance, and type of social capital.  Self-
monitoring and type of capital are categorical variables each with two levels (high and low self-
monitors; bridging and bonding capital). Facebook importance is a continuous variable.  Self-
monitoring and Facebook importance are between-subjects variables whereas type of social 
capital is a within-subjects variable.  We also had two criterion variables: the amount of bridging 
capital and the amount of bonding capital (as measured by scores on Williams‟ Online Social 
Capital Scales).   
We computed four Pearson Product-Moment Correlation coefficients to examine the 
relationship between Facebook importance and each type of social capital (bridging and 
bonding) for high and low self-monitors.  For high self-monitors, we found a significant positive 
correlation between Facebook importance and (a) bridging social capital, r(90) = .42, p < .001, 
and (b) bonding social capital, r(90) = .27, p < .009.  That is, as the importance of Facebook as a 
social tool increased, the amount of social capital high self-monitors obtained increased more for 
bridging capital than for bonding capital. For low self-monitors, we found a marginally 
significant positive correlation between Facebook importance and bridging social capital, r(89) = 
.19, p = .070, and a significant positive correlation between Facebook importance and bonding 
social capital, r(89) = .55, p < .001.  That is, as the importance of Facebook as a social tool 
increased, the amount of social capital low self-monitors obtained increased more for bonding 
capital than for bridging capital. 
Having identified these relationships, we wanted to determine whether these relationships 
were significantly different from one another.  We conducted a z-test comparison of the 
correlations between Facebook importance and amount bridging social capital for high and low 
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self-monitors.  We first converted the raw correlations into z-scores using Fischer‟s r to z-
transformation. For the correlation between Facebook importance and bridging social capital for 
high self-monitors, r(90) = .42, the z-score was .448.  For the correlation between Facebook 
importance and bridging social capital for low self-monitors, r(89) = .19, the z-score was .192.  
When we compared these z-values, we found these relationships significantly differed from one 
another, z = 1.68, p (two-tailed) = .047. 
We also conducted a z-test comparison of the correlations between Facebook importance 
and amount bonding social capital for high and low self-monitors. We first converted the raw 
correlations into z-scores using Fischer‟s r to z-transformation. For the correlation between 
Facebook importance and bonding social capital for high self-monitors, r(90) = .27, the z-score 
was .277.  For the correlation between Facebook importance and bonding social capital for low 
self-monitors, r(89) = .55, the z-score was .633.  When we compared these z-values we found 
these relationships significantly differed from one another, z = 2.34, p (two-tailed) = .010.2 
Ancillary Analyses 
In our survey, we included several items that measure how often people use Facebook for 
a particular purpose (e.g., Get information about people in your classes) as well as how important 
it is to use Facebook for a particular purpose (e.g., Finding out what old friends are doing now).  
We adapted these items from surveys used in previous research (Joinson, 2008; Lampe, Ellison 
& Stienfeld, 2006).  We explored a relationship between these items and participant scores on 
Snyder‟s 25-item self-monitoring scale to determine other possible self-monitoring differences in 
social media usage (See Tables 1-3). 
We first examined items asking how often a participant used Facebook for particular 
purposes.  We found increases in self-monitoring scores (from low to high) predicted greater 
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frequency viewing and sharing photos on Facebook.  Increases in self-monitoring scores (from 
low to high) also predicted greater frequency of  receiving friend requests, Facebook stalking 
others, looking at profiles of people you do not know, and looking at profiles of friends‟ friends.   
We also explored relationships with items gauging how important people deem using 
Facebook is for a particular purpose.  Increases in self-monitoring scores (from low to high) 
predicted greater importance placed on using Facebook for getting information about people 
from class, virtual people-watching, getting new friends, and tracking the actions, beliefs and 
interests of groups to which one belongs.  We also found Increases in self-monitoring scores 
(from low to high) predicted increases in the rated importance of using Facebook to find people 
to date and finding casual sex partners.  Here we see several parallels between high and low self-
monitor‟s online behavior with their real world behavior.  In the real world, high self-monitors 
value gathering information on people they may potentially interact with (Berscheid, Graziano, 
Monson, & Dermer, 1976).  Online, we see high self-monitors value using Facebook for finding 
information on other potential friends (i.e., their friend‟s Facebook friends).   In the real world, 
high self-monitors are more likely than low self-monitors to have casual sex partners in the real 
world (Snyder, Gangestad & Simpson, 1986).  Online, we see high self-monitors value using 
Facebook for dating and finding casual sex partners.  
In an attempt to establish convergent validity, we also examined a relationship between 
these items with scores on Williams‟ bridging and bonding social capital scales.  We ran 
correlations between each type of social capital and items on this survey that should be a 
measure of social capital (See Tables 1-3).  We examined the relationship of these items with 
bridging social capital.  We first examined items asking how often one uses Facebook for 
particular purposes.   
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We found the more bridging social capital people had on Facebook, the more often they 
used Facebook for maintaining relationships with people they do not see very often as well as 
contacting friends who are away from home.  Increases in bridging capital also predicted greater 
frequency of using Facebook to post one‟s status updates and looking at status updates of others.  
These relationships make sense when we think about bridging social capital.  Each of these 
Facebook functions allows an individual to maintain a large social network while expending 
minimal social effort. 
Next, we examined items gauging how important people deem using Facebook is for a 
particular purpose.  Increases in bridging social capital on Facebook were related to more 
importance placed on using Facebook for checking out the profile of someone met in the offline 
world, messaging friends outside of their social network, and maintaining relationships with 
people they may not get to see very often.  Increases in bridging social capital were also related 
to higher importance placed on using Facebook for maintaining and reinforcing prior existing 
social networks, keeping up with high school friends, and contacting friends away from home.  It 
is important to note that each of these items also had strong relationships with bonding social 
capital.  In fact, in almost every instance, the relationships these items had with bonding social 
capital was stronger than that with bridging social capital.  Bridging and bonding social capital 
had equally strong relationships with how often one uses Facebook to see what others have put in 
their status updates or to contact friends that are away from home. 
We then turned our attention to how these items were related to bonding social capital.  
First, we examined items asking how often one uses Facebook for particular purposes.  People 
with higher amounts of bonding social capital use Facebook more often to check status updates 
(either their own or someone else‟s). These relationships were twice as strong as those with 
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bridging social capital.  Of particular interest was that bonding social capital scores had a strong 
positive correlation with how often one uses Facebook to keep in touch with like-minded people.  
This relationship was the strongest of all relationships we observed (See Table 1).  Put simply, 
the more important someone thinks communicating with like-minded people on Facebook is, the 
more bonding social capital they have on Facebook.  This relationship makes sense in light of 
what we know about bridging and bonding social capital.  One of the characteritics of bonding 
social capital is relationships with similar others (Granovetter, 1973; Putnam, 2000).  Importance 
of using Facebook to communicate with like minded people correlated with our measure of 
bonding social capital, but not bridging social capital.  Here we see some evidence of convergent 
validity for the Online Bonding Social Capital Scale while we simultaneously see evidence of 
discriminant validity for the Bridging Social Capital Scale. 
We also explored relationships with items gauging how important people deem using 
Facebook is for a particular purpose as we did with bridging social capital.  Increases in bonding 
social capital predicted increases in importance of using Facebook for reconnecting with others.  
This includes finding people you have not seen in a while and reconnecting with people with 
whom you‟ve lost contact.  Higher amounts of bonding social capital also predicted higher 
ratings of importance for using Facebook to maintain friendships.  This includes keeping in 
touch with old friends, getting new friends, contacting friends away from home, and chatting 
with people with whom you have lost contact.  The relationship between bonding social capital 
and the importance of using Facebook to maintain and reinforce preexisting social networks was 
also twice as strong as was the relationship between these items and bridging social capital. 
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Discussion 
In our study, we hypothesized high self-monitors would have more bridging than bonding 
social capital on Facebook; low self-monitors would have more bonding than bridging social 
capital on Facebook. We also hypothesized Facebook importance would moderate these 
relationships. We found support for our hypotheses. For high self-monitors, high Facebook 
importance predicts more bridging than bonding social capital on Facebook; for low self-
monitors, high Facebook importance predicts more bonding than bridging social capital on 
Facebook. 
These results are consistent with what we already know about high and low self-monitors 
in the offline world. High self-monitors are motivated by a need for social status (Flynn et al., 
2006; Gangestad & Snyder, 2000).  To this end, they establish large, heterogeneous social 
networks made up of loose social connections in their offline world (Snyder et al., 1983).  Put 
another way, high self-monitors establish relationships based on bridging social capital. We saw 
in our study that high self-monitors who deem Facebook as an important social tool accrue more 
bridging than bonding social capital in their online world.  Low self-monitors are motivated by a 
need for social equity and self-verification (Flynn et al., 2006; Gangestad & Snyder, 2000; 
Oyamot et al., 2010).  To this end, low self-monitors establish small, homogeneous social 
networks made up of close social connections in their offline world (Snyder et al., 1983).  Put 
another way, they establish relationships based on bonding social capital. We see in our study 
that low self-monitors who deem Facebook as an important social tool accrue more bonding than 
bridging social capital in their online world. 
We found other offline/online parallels of self-monitoring behavior.  Offline, high self-
monitors have more casual sex partners than do low self-monitors (Snyder & Simpson, 1984; 
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Snyder et al., 1986; Sakaguchi, Sakai, Keisuke, & Hasegawa, 2007).  In our sample, we found 
high self-monitors are more likely than low self-monitors to use Facebook to find casual sex 
partners. Offline, high self-monitors are more likely than low self-monitors to gather information 
on people with whom they may potentially interact but do not know (Berscheid et al., 1976).  
Consistent with this offline behavior, we found high self-monitors are more likely than low self-
monitors to use Facebook to look at profile information (i.e., photos and personal information) of 
people they do not know.   
One finding that also bears discussion was the positive relationship between Facebook 
importance and bonding social capital for high self-monitors.  True, the strength of this 
relationship was almost half what we saw for low self-monitors, but it was there nonetheless.  So 
why do both high and low self-monitors accrue bonding social capital on Facebook? Researchers 
have established that maintaining preexisting social connections is a primary function of social 
media (Hlebec et al., 2006; Lampe et al., 2008; Lanigan, 2009). Facebook‟s membership of 850 
million+ rivals the population of most countries (Facebook.com, 2012). With so many people as 
members of this same social media site, contact with close friends and family would seem 
inevitable. Excluding people in our immediate offline social circles from our online social circles 
may be taken offensively by those we exclude. It is therefore possible we all maintain some 
measure of online bonding social capital regardless of our self-monitoring propensities. 
Limitations 
As with most research, several factors may impact the veracity of our findings.  One issue 
of concern is measurement error made by researchers. For this reason, we chose measures for our 
study based on criteria of reliability and validity. In prior studies, researchers have found scores 
on Snyder‟s 25-item Self-Monitoring Scale (Snyder, 1974), Williams‟ Online Social Capital 
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Scale (Choi, 2011; Williams, 2006, 2007), and the Facebook Intensity Scale (Burke, Marlow, & 
Lento, 2010; Ellison et al., 2007; Ross et al., 2009) to be reliable and valid. In our study, we 
found reliability levels for scores on these measures similar to what has been found by previous 
researchers. Moreover, we found further evidence of convergent and discriminant validity for 
Williams‟ scales in our study.   
Another possible argument for measurement error is that William‟s10-item online 
bridging and bonding social capital measures originally referred to general internet usage, 
whereas we adapted items in those measures to be specifically about Facebook usage. We 
modified William‟s online bridging and bonding social capital scales in a manner modeled after 
Ellison and colleagues (2007) who modified these scales in a similar fashion with no ill effects. 
The Cronbach‟s alpha we found for both modified measures in our study mirror what Williams 
found for his original version of those measures. Further, as our modifications merely consisted 
of exchanging the word “online” for the words “on Facebook,” we believe any error that might 
arise as a result of this change to be minimal. 
Another possible limitation is that we chose to measure rather than manipulate our 
variables of interest (i.e., self-monitoring, Facebook importance, and social capital) at one point 
in time, which makes our study correlational. Correlational studies are useful for finding a 
relationship between two variables, but there can be little or no evidence that one variable causes 
another (Aronson, Wilson, & Brewer, 1998; Reis, Capobianco & Tsai, 2002; Shadish et al., 
2002).  In our study, for instance, does self-monitoring affect using Facebook to accrue social 
capital or is it the other way around? From a developmental standpoint, people may be born high 
or low self-monitors. Those born as high self-monitors might be drawn to bridging social capital 
while those born as low self-monitors might be drawn to bonding social capital. However, 
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another possibility exists. As we go through life, we find some situations to be rewarding and 
others, not so much.  Some people may have early rewarding experiences with relationships 
based on bridging social capital.  Consequently, they desire more bridging capital based 
relationships and become high self-monitors. On the other hand, some people may have early 
rewarding experiences with bonding social capital. Consequently, they desire more bonding 
capital based relationships and become low self-monitors. 
To answer the question of directionality, we could make use of a cross-lagged design 
(Campbell, Stanley, & Gage, 1963). We could measure self-monitoring and amount of social 
capital at one point in time, and then again at a second later point in time. If we found a 
correlation between self-monitoring at time one and the amount of social capital at time two, but 
little or no correlation between the amount of social capital at time one and self-monitoring at 
time two, we would have evidence that differences in self-monitoring lead to differences in the 
amount of bridging and bonding social capital.  
Any number of possible third variables can explain the relationship we find between self-
monitoring and social capital (Aronson et al., 1998; Johnson, 2001; Reis et al., 2002). In the 
body of social media research, we find several plausible third variables that may influence our 
findings. Researchers have found other individual differences are related to what kind of social 
capital we maintain through social media. When Facebook importance is high, people who are 
high in loneliness and/or low in self-esteem will maintain more bridging social capital than 
bonding social capital through social media (Ellison et al., 2007). However, researchers found 
self-monitoring to be a construct that is separate from self-esteem (Buri & Mueller, 1988; 
Gangestad & Snyder, 2000).  Although self-esteem might explain a portion of social capital 
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maintenance, it would likely account for a different portion than that explained by self-
monitoring.  
Researchers have also found a connection between individual levels of extraversion and 
amount of bridging and bonding social capital via social media. Individuals who score high on 
extraversion have more bonding social capital than bridging social capital (Choi, 2011; Pajak, 
2006).  However, self-monitoring is a construct that is separate from extraversion (Furnham, 
1989; Osborn, Field, & Veres, 1998; Snyder & Gangestad, 1983). Osborn and colleagues (1998) 
found self-monitoring moderated the connection between levels of extraversion and interview 
performance.  If we were to examine extraversion as a predictor of social capital maintenance, it 
is possible we might find a similar moderating effect of self-monitoring.  
Yet another possible limitation could be that our sample consists solely of college 
students. Long has been the debate concerning use of college students in psychology studies. 
Some argue that findings from a sample of college students have limited generalizability because 
college students do not represent the overall population (Cooper, McCord, & Socha 2011; Henry, 
2008; Sears, 1986). However, in our case, a sample of college students is representative of the 
majority of Facebook users.  The largest demographic of Facebook users is 18-34 
(Facebook.com, 2012).  
Future Directions  
With the advent of social media, we are looking at the birth of a society within societies 
whose membership cuts across sex, culture, ethnicity, age, religious beliefs, etc.  Facebook has 
over 10% of the world‟s population in its membership (Facebook.com, 2012). Studying this 
burgeoning community is important for a variety of reasons. As researchers of the human 
psyche, we seek to explain why we do the things we do at the times and places we do them.  
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Social media provides a whole new venue in which to study the human condition.  One method 
of study psychologists use frequently is self-report which is particularly useful when a researcher 
is under practical and ethical constraints (i.e., we cannot assign people to be male or female).  
However, the results we get from self-report studies can be limited.  On the other hand, studying 
actual behaviors can be rather difficult or even impossible (especially when budgets for research 
are nonexistent).  Through social media, we see tangible evidence of human behavior on an 
almost up-to-the-minute basis.  
Facebook.com now presents each individual member‟s user activity in a timeline format 
that extends from the present back to the moment they became a member.  Information stored in 
such a format could provide staggering possibilities of study as each personal profile page could 
become an ad hoc longitudinal case study.  Researchers have found people are inclined to reveal 
large amounts of accurate personal information in various online outlets including their 
Facebook profiles (Acquisiti & Gross, 2002, 2006; Barak & Gluck-Ofri, 2007; Markey & Wells, 
2002; Suler, 2004; Tidwell & Walther, 2008).  Indeed, we can learn more about people through 
their Facebook profiles than we do from face-to-face meetings (Gosling, Gaddis, & Vazire, 
2007).  Markey and Wells (2002) found people can accurately assess levels of extraversion, 
agreeableness, and openness in individuals they met only via chat room conversation.   
Researching social media use is also important because as communication technologies 
become more precise and accessible, social media use will surely increase.  Currently 350 
million Facebook members log on through their mobile phone.  Individuals who log onto 
Facebook via mobile phone spend 50% more time logged on Facebook compared to members 
who log on via lap top or home computer (Facebook.com, 2012).  From 2009 to 2010, smart 
phone (i.e., mobile phones with internet accessibility) sales jumped 72.1% (Gartner.com, 2011).  
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In the U.S. alone, smart phone sales rose from 67 million in 2010 to an estimated 95 million in 
2011 (Gartner.com, 2011). In comparison, Facebook membership jumped from 350 million in 
2010 to 800 million in 2011 (Facebook.com, 2012).  Twitter (a microblogging site) went from 
having 75 million members in 2010 to 175 million in 2011 members while Linkedin (a social 
media site created for professionals and employers to connect with another) went from having 50 
million users in 2010 to 100 million in 2011 (Facebook.com, 2012).    
Social media is by no means a simple topic of study. Technology is an ever changing 
phenomenon. Indeed, Facebook‟s proprietors saw fit to make several changes to the general 
profile page layout over the course of our study (fortunately our variables of interest were not 
related to profile page layouts). If further social media research is to be conducted, online 
surveys would be a more efficient way of collecting large amounts of information in a short 
period of time. Further, online surveys would allow for a larger sample size as well as greater 
diversity within that sample. 
 For future studies, we might also consider other methodological changes. We measured 
participants‟ Facebook attitudes and self-reported behaviors at one point in time. It might be 
useful to collect this information at several different points in time. There are several advantages 
to a longitudinal study of social media use. On social media sites like Facebook, we‟re able to 
stay in touch with people we might not have otherwise been able to maintain contact with 
(Lampe et al., 2006). As we get older in the “real world”, we accumulate more social 
connections. Normally, as we experience life changes such as going away to college, getting 
married, or a getting a new job, we lose contact with some of those connections (Coget, 2002). 
Social media is a means of potentially maintaining our accumulated relationships simultaneously 
despite such life changes (Coget, 2002; Ellison et al., 2007; Kenski & Shroud, 2006; Resnick, 
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2001; Velenzeula et al., 2009; Wellman, 2002). How might this affect our social lives in the 
long-run?  
We can also explore choice of social media site. Facebook is only one type of social 
media site. Moreover, it is a very general social media site at that. In future studies, we might 
choose to expand our scope to other social media sites. For example, some sites like LinkedIn are 
designed specifically to maintain strictly professional connections whereas other sites like 
DeviantArt are designed to connect with people with artistic interests. Perhaps high and low self-
monitors differ in the types of social media sites they join.  As Snyder and Harkness (1984) 
found, choice itself can be a very revealing avenue of study.  
Still another possibility is illuminated by Burke and Marlowe (2010). In their study, they 
found how an individual uses Facebook is related to how much online bridging and bonding 
capital they have. Participants who mainly used Facebook to look at their friends‟ photos, 
personal information, or status updates had more bridging social capital; participants who mainly 
used Facebook to communicate with friends (i.e., commenting on a friend‟s status update) had 
more bonding social capital (Burke et al., 2010). How and why people use Facebook may have a 
similar effect in our findings. 
Conclusion 
At this point, it should come as no coincidence that we chose to marry self monitoring 
with social capital theory. One of the primary components of self-monitoring theory is 
relationship maintenance. High self-monitors maintain large social networks consisting of 
diverse but detached social connections (Snyder et al., 1983). They maintain these kinds of social 
connections in order to further their social status (Flynn et al., 2006). But what does that really 
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mean? How does one increase his or her social status simply by knowing a lot of different 
people?  
To answer this question, we look to social capital theory. Maintaining bridging social 
capital is ideal for a high self-monitor‟s goals. Having a large diverse social network grants 
access to information and opportunities we might not have if we simply “stick to what we know” 
(Granovetter, 1973; Putnam, 2000). High self-monitors tend to offer help to others more often 
than they accept help from others (Flynn et al., 2006).  According to social capital theorists, the 
more favors we do for others, the more social credits (social capital) we accrue (Bourdieu, 1985; 
Coleman, 1988; Granovetter, 1983; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998; Platteau, 1994).  More social 
capital means increased social status (Bourdieu, 1985; Coleman, 1988; Granovetter, 1983; 
Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998; Platteau, 1994). High self-monitors could, in fact, be agents of 
bridging social capital which acts as that social lubricant that keeps societies moving. Oh and 
Kilduff (2008) found evidence that high self-monitors mediate social exchange between 
individuals who would otherwise be socially unconnected to one another. As Putnam (2000) 
points out, bridging social capital helps create a sense of community and fosters diffuse 
reciprocity between individuals. Knowing how this happens is very important. 
Of course, Putnam (2000) makes it very clear that bridging social capital does not exist in 
conceptual opposition to bonding social capital. Bridging and bonding social capital exist in a 
complimentary fashion (Putnam, 2000). Both types of social capital are needed for a society to 
flourish. Bridging social capital keeps a social network moving while bonding social capital 
keeps a social network together.  
When we examine the tenets of bonding social capital, we see a parallel with low self-
monitoring. Low self-monitors maintain small social networks consisting of close relationships 
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with similar others (Snyder et al., 1983). One of the reasons low self-monitors maintain these 
kinds of relationships is to maintain social equity (Flynn et al., 2006).  But how does one 
maintain social equity simply by knowing a small group of similar people? 
Once again, we look to social capital theory to answer that question. Maintaining bonding 
social capital is ideal for a low self-monitor‟s goals. Bonding social capital networks tend to be 
small and close knit groups of likeminded people (Putnam, 2000). By “sticking to what they 
know”, these individuals gain equal access to scarce resources and a social support structure 
(Putnam, 2000). Low self-monitors could, in fact, be agents of bonding social capital. Low self-
monitors seek relationships with similar others based on social equity (Flynn et al., 2006). 
According to social capital theorists, people in such social networks experience a sense of 
stability which in turn fosters interpersonal trust (Granovetter, 1973; Putnam, 2000). 
Interpersonal trust facilitates a social dynamic of expectation and obligation between members in 
a social network (Coleman, 1988; Putnam, 2000). Without that social dynamic in place, social 
capital cannot be accrued. 
For our study, social media was not just a novelty to be used as a fanciful lark. Social 
media has provided us with a means of studying the relationship between self-monitoring 
propensities and social capital in a very precise manner. This was but one study of many more to 
come. The information upon which we can base future studies is laid out in detail by the very 
individuals we intend study. We know that one of the ways people maintain their social capital is 
through social media (Choi, 2011; Ellison et al., 2007; Williams, 2006, 2007). We also know that 
self-monitoring propensities affect our online attitudes and behaviors (Child & Agyeman-Bidu 
2010; Lin, 2008; Yates & Noyes, 2007). In our study, we found some evidence that self-
monitoring differences do play a role in the kinds of online relationships we have online. Further 
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study is required to discover the depth and specifics of this relationship to see what ties self-
monitoring differences have to social capital maintenance both online and offline. Through this 
work, we hope to attain a greater understanding of how communities form and function. Given 
these and the other implications we have laid out through this paper, the importance of furthering 
this work is clear. 
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Footnotes 
     1We also performed independent samples t-tests to find out if males and females in our sample 
significantly differed in their online bridging and bonding social capital scores.  Males (M = 
35.85, SD = 7.51) and females (M = 34.39, SD = 8.60) in our sample did not significantly differ 
in their online bridging social capital scores (t(177) = 1.91, p = .294).  Males (M = 33.61, SD = 
8.16) and females (M = 33.70, SD = 6.59) in our sample did not significantly differ in their 
online bonding social capital scores (t(177) = -.75, p = .941). 
     2For the statistically inclined, we also examined our data using ANOVAs.  For these analyses, 
our design had three independent variables each with two levels: self-monitoring (high or low), 
Facebook importance (high or low), and type of social capital (bridging or bonding).  Self-
monitoring and Facebook importance were between-subjects variables whereas type of social 
capital was a within-subjects factor.  Our dependent variable was participants‟ amount of social 
capital on Facebook (which was a continuous variable). We conducted a 2 (high and low self-
monitoring) x 2 (high and low Facebook importance) x 2 (bridging and bonding social capital) 
ANOVA and found a significant three-way interaction between self-monitoring, Facebook 
importance, and type of social capital, F (1,175) = 6.10, p = .015.  To isolate the relationships in 
this three-way interaction, we next performed analyses of simple (two-way) interaction effects.  
In a 2 (high vs. low self-monitoring) x 2 (high vs. low Facebook importance) ANOVA for 
bridging social capital, we found a main effect for Facebook importance, F(1,175) = 10.49, p = 
.001).  In a 2 (high and low self-monitoring) x 2 (high and low Facebook importance) ANOVA 
for bonding social capital, we found a marginally reliable interaction between self-monitoring 
and Facebook importance, F(1,175) = 2.81, p = .096).  The means of social capital scores for 
high and low self-monitors at each level of Facebook importance were consistent with our 
hypotheses. 
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Table 1 
Correlation Matrix for Frequency of Facebook Uses 
  Self-Monitoring 
Bridging 
Capital 
Bonding 
Capital 
Finding out what old friends are doing 
now -.050 .052 .261
** 
Reconnecting with people you've lost 
contact with .026 .099 .333
** 
Connecting with people you otherwise 
would have lost contact with .040 .131 .342
** 
Receiving a friend request .167
* .085 .314** 
Finding people you haven't seen for a 
while .037 .106 .369
** 
Maintaining relationships with people you 
may not get to see very often .045 .278
** .327** 
Contacting friends who are away from 
home .082 .264
** .332** 
Organizing or joining events .092 .161
* .319** 
Joining groups .017 .188
* .315** 
Communication with likeminded people .076 .137 .498
** 
Viewing photos .203
** .119 .242** 
Being tagged in photos .164
* .123 .292** 
Tagging photos .134 .145 .309
** 
Sharing/ posting photographs .159
* .166* .275** 
* p < .05; ** p < .01 
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Table 2 
Correlation Matrix for Frequency of Facebook Uses (continued) 
  
Self-
Monitoring 
Bridging 
Capital 
Bonding 
Capital 
Applications within Facebook -.132 .022 .172
* 
Playing games -.100 .034 .017 
Discovering apps because you see friends have added 
them -.117 .062 .094 
Taking Quizzes .088 .004 .057 
Virtual people watching .101 .156
* .227** 
Using advanced search to look for specific types of 
people .056 .035 .157
* 
Meeting new people .094 -.017 .378
** 
Facebook stalking other people .247
** .198** .201** 
Looking at the profiles of people you don't know .197
** .147 .331** 
Viewing other people's friends .202
** .145 .326** 
Browsing your friends' friends .119 .123 .287
** 
Updating your own status .113 .293
** .445** 
The news feed .025 .274
** .417** 
Seeing what people have put as their status .024 .351
** .392** 
* p < .05; ** p < .01 
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Table 3 
Correlation Matrix for Importance of Facebook Uses 
  
Self-
Monitoring 
Bridging 
Capital 
Bonding 
Capital 
Keep in touch with an old friend or someone you knew 
from high school .015 .202
** .415** 
Check out a Facebook profile of someone you met socially .128 .164
* .411** 
Get information about people that live in your dorm, 
fraternity or sorority .095 .106 .333
** 
Get information about people in your classes .144 .079 .331
** 
Find out information about people in your classes .121 .058 .387
** 
Have a face-to-face encounter with someone that you 
learned about through Facebook 
.093 .005 .354** 
Find people to date .195
** -.019 .292** 
Find casual sex partners .186
* .029 .240** 
Maintain and reinforce pre-existing social networks on 
Facebook .077 .192
** .402** 
Message friends outside of your local network .098 .228
** .399** 
Track the actions, beliefs and interests of the larger groups 
to which you belong 
.164* .224** .375** 
Contacting friends who are away from home -.005 .226
** .463** 
Chatting to people you otherwise would have lost contact 
with -.060 .102 .401
** 
Using the site to virtually people-watch .153
* .037 .173* 
Reconnecting with people you've lost contact with -.034 .131 .458
** 
Finding people you haven't seen in awhile -.026 .133 .482
** 
Talking to singles .105 .068 .309
** 
Getting new friends .184
* .099 .459** 
Joining groups .124 .130 .394
** 
Maintaining relationships with people you may not get to 
see very often .019 .276
** .350** 
* p < .05; ** p < .01 
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